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DETAILED ACTION 

Specification 

1. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: the 
specification does not appear to be in the proper form for a US patent application. For 
example, the specification lacl<s the requisite headings, and the brief description of the 
drawings appears to be in the wrong location. 

a. Applicant argues that the MPEP does not require section headings. The office, 
however, requires section headings. See MPEP §608.01 (a). 

b. Applicant argues that section headings may be inappropriately used in 
interpreting the specification. Section headings may also be appropriately used by the 
examiner and any other party to more easily determine the scope of the invention and 
the claimed subject matter. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments, filed 09 September 2009, with respect to the rejection of 
claims 1-8 as obvious over Yamashita in view of Bocko have been fully considered and 
are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further 
consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of the prior art as discussed 
below. 

a. Applicant argues on p. 10 that Bocko is not prior art under US patent law. The 
examiner agrees. Bocko claims priority to KR 10-2003- 0062764, which was filed on 08 
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September 2003. This date is prior to tine filing date of tine priority document in the 
instant application, 09 December 2003. Therefore, the subject matter of Bocko was 
invented before that of the instant invention. 

b. The Bocko patent did not issue until 21 April 2009. Therefore, Bocko may only 
be used as prior art under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e). In determining an effective filing date 
under 102(e), one cannot rely on the foreign priority of the reference. Therefore, it 
appears the effective filing date of Bocko, for purposes of 102(e), is 07 September 
2004. See MPEP§ 2163.03. 

c. As pointed out by Applicant, for purposes of 102(e), the effective filing date of 
Bocko, 07 September 2004, is after the priority filing date of the instant application, 09 
December 2003, and therefore Bocko does not appear to be prior art in this case. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought 
to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject 
matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-3 and 6-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over 
Yamashita et al., US 5,367,953 A (hereinafter Yamashita) in view of Bocko et al, US 
5,701 ,815 A (hereinafter Bocko). 

a. Regarding claim 1 : 
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Yamashita teaches a method of printing a patterned layer onto a substrate (col. 
1, II. 5-10), the method comprising: detecting the alignment of each of plural areas on 
the substrate (7, Fig. 1; col. 3, II. 50-65); individually positioning subbeds of a printing 
machine in accordance with the detected alignment (6, Fig. 1); transferring material 
from a cliche supported on the subbeds onto a common carrier (Fig. 2a-2b); and 
transferring the material from the common carrier onto the substrate (Fig. 2c). 

Yamashita does not teach wherein the cliche are cliches. 

Bocko teaches a cliche unit capable of forming a pattern using the cliche, 
wherein the cliche is cliches (Figs. 5-7), including a bed and several sub cliches (Figs. 6 
and 7). Such an arrangement allows for printing more than one type/color of Ink (col. 1 , 
lines 11-13). 

It has been held that mere duplication of parts is not sufficient to patentably 
distinguish an invention over the prior art. See MPEP §2144.04(VI)(B). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Yamashita wherein the cliche is multiple cliches, each 
arranged on a subbed, as taught by Bocko, because this appears to be mere 
duplication of parts, and further, because Bocko teaches that such an arrangement 
would predictably substantially obviate one or more problems due to limitations and 
disadvantages of the prior art, and allow one to more easily print in color, 
b. Regarding claim 2: 

Yamashita teaches a method of printing a patterned layer onto a first substrate 
(col. 1, II. 5-10), the method comprising: detecting the alignment of each of plural areas 
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on a second substrate (7, Fig. 1; col. 3, II. 50-65; the second substrate can be, for 
example, the first one printed, and the alignment of each subsequent substrate can be 
based on the alignment of the first substrate printed); individually positioning subbeds of 
a printing machine in accordance with the detected alignment (6, Fig. 1); transferring 
material from a cliche supported on the subbeds onto a common carrier (Fig. 2a-2b); 
and transferring the material from the common carrier onto the substrate (Fig. 2c). 

Yamashita does not teach wherein the cliche are cliches. 

Bocko teaches a cliche unit capable of forming a pattern using the cliche, 
wherein the cliche is cliches (Figs. 5-7), including a bed and several sub cliches (Figs. 6 
and 7). Such an arrangement allows for printing more than one type/color of ink (col. 1 , 
lines 11-13). 

It has been held that mere duplication of parts is not sufficient to patentably 
distinguish an invention over the prior art. See MPEP §2144.04(VI)(B). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Yamashita wherein the cliche is multiple cliches, each 
arranged on a subbed, as taught by Bocko, because this appears to be mere 
duplication of parts, and further, because Bocko teaches that such an arrangement 
would predictably substantially obviate one or more problems due to limitations and 
disadvantages of the prior art, and allow one to more easily print in color, 
c. Regarding claim 3, the combination of Yamashita and Bocko teaches the method 
as claimed in claim 1, as discussed in the rejection of claim 1 above. The combination 
of Yamashita and Bocko also teaches detecting the alignment of the cliches supported 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/596,1 83 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2854 

on the subbeds, and positioning tine subbeds also in accordance with the detected 
alignment of the cliches (Yamashita: col. 3, II. 50-65). 

d. Regarding claim 6: 

Yamashita teaches a printing machine bed comprising a subbed (6, Fig. 1) 
individually alignable in a common plane (col. 3, II. 50-65). 

Yamashita does not teach wherein the subbed is an array of subbeds. 

Bocko teaches a cliche unit capable of forming a pattern using the cliche, 
wherein the cliche is cliches (Figs. 5-7), including a bed and several sub cliches (Figs. 6 
and 7). Such an arrangement allows for printing more than one type/color of ink (col. 1 , 
lines 11-13). 

It has been held that mere duplication of parts is not sufficient to patentably 
distinguish an invention over the prior art. See MPEP §2144.04(VI)(B). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Yamashita wherein the cliche is multiple cliches, each 
arranged on a subbed, as taught by Bocko, because this appears to be mere 
duplication of parts, and further, because Bocko teaches that such an arrangement 
would predictably substantially obviate one or more problems due to limitations and 
disadvantages of the prior art, and allow one to more easily print in color. 

e. Regarding claim 7, the combination of Yamashita and Bocko teaches the bed as 
claimed in claim 6, as discussed in the rejection of claim 6 above. The combination of 
Yamashita and Bocko also teaches an array of four or more individually alignable 
subbeds (Bocko: Fig. 6 shows five subbeds). 
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f. Regarding claim 8, the combination of Yamashita and Bocko teaches the bed as 
claimed in claim 6, as discussed in the rejection of claim 6 above. The combination of 
Yamashita and Bocko also teaches a controller operable to control alignment of the 
subbeds (Yamashita: Fig. 3). 

g. Regarding claim 9, the combination of Yamashita and Bocko teaches the method 
as claimed in claim 1, as discussed in the rejection of claim 1 above. The combination 
of Yamashita and Bocko also teaches wherein each cliche of the cliches is substantially 
smaller than the substrate (Yamashita: cliche must be substantially smaller than 
substrate to prevent wasting ink that would not be printed on substrate if cliche was 
substantially larger than substrate). 

h. Regarding claim 10, the combination of Yamashita and Bocko teaches the 
method as claimed in claim 1, as discussed in the rejection of claim 1 above. The 
combination of Yamashita and Bocko also teaches wherein each cliche of the cliches is 
smaller than a corresponding area of the substrate (Yamashita: cliche must be 
substantially smaller than substrate to prevent wasting ink that would not be printed on 
substrate if cliche was substantially larger than substrate). 

i. Regarding claim 11, the combination of Yamashita and Bocko teaches the 
method as claimed in claim 1, as discussed in the rejection of claim 1 above. The 
combination of Yamashita and Bocko also teaches wherein the individually positioning 
act includes matching alignment marks of each of the plurality of areas on the substrate 

with alignment marks of each of the subbeds so that each subbed is individually aligned 
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with a respective area on tine substrate (Yamasliita: registration marks 22a and 22b and 
23a and 23b are used to align the cliche with the substrate, Fig. 1). 
j. Regarding claim 12, the combination of Yamashita and Bocko teaches the 
method as claimed in claim 11, as discussed in the rejection of claim 11 above. The 
combination of Yamashita and Bocko also teaches wherein each subbed of the 
subbeds is substantially smaller than the substrate (Yamashita: cliche must be 
substantially smaller than substrate to prevent wasting ink that would not be printed on 
substrate if cliche was substantially larger than substrate; to avoid wasting material 
when constructing the subbeds, it follows that the subbeds will be sizes similarly to the 
cliches). 

Conclusion 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Leo T. Hinze whose telephone number is 571.272.2864. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Judy Nguyen can be reached on 571 .272.2258. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
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you have questions on access to tine Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Leo T. Hinze 
Patent Examiner 
AU 2854 

22 December 2009 



/Judy Nguyen/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2854 



